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The School District of the City of Saginaw, Michigan 
operates a compensatory education delivery system in reading and 
mathematics consistinq of two programs, elementary and secondary 
Academic Achievement (A2). The goal of the programs is to improve the 
reading and mathematics achievement of a designated number of 
educationally disadvantaged children, who are screened for entry with 
the California Achievement Tests — Form E (CAT), A process evaluation, 
which involves monitoring a program throughout the year, was 
conducted to determine if the program is being implemented as 
planned. Thirty-five compensatory education teachers and 22 
principals at compensatory education buildings replied to a sat of 
questionnaires concerning the following: (1) programming and 
instructional management; (2) communications; (3) pupil selection; 
and v4) miscellaneous, such as program strengths. These responses 
were the.n synthesized into a report on the strengths and weaknesses 
of the A2 programs based on the four reporting areas. The results of 
the process evaluation were combined with the results of an 
evaluation of the pupils* academic achievement to form a set of 
recommendations for improving the implementation of the A2 program 
for the coming year. Copies of the questionnaires distributed to 
elementary and secondary principals and teachers, and the results of 
the 1987**88 process surveys are included in two appendices. (FMW) 
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PROGRAM DESCRIPTION 



The School District of the City of Saginaw operates a com- 
pensatory education delivery system in reading and mathematics 
consisting of two pr ogr ams--el emen tar y and secondary Academic 
Achievement (A ). The elementary A is a pull-out program peri- 
odically taking students out of regular classrooms which involved 

approximately 2,354 students in grades one through six* The 
2 

seconda'-v A is a self-contained classroom program which involved 
approximately 413 students in grades seven through nine. The A^ 
programs are funded by both the Federal Education Consolidation 
and Improvement Act (ECIA) Chapter 1 and Article 3 of the State 
School Aid Act . 

Summarized in the chart below are demographic characteris- 
tics that describe both the elementary and secondary levels of A^ 
and in greater detail. 
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DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS OF THE ACADEMIC ACHIEVEMENT PROGRAMS 



Prog ram 

Academic Achieve- 
ment, Elementary 



Grade Approximate 

Levels Number of 

Se rv ed Students Served 

1-6 2,354 



Number of 
Full-Time 
Equival ent 
Teachers 

36.0 



Number of 
Full-Time 
Equivalent 
Aides 

4.0 



Number of 
School 
Si tes 

23 



Pr ogr ara 
Se tting* 

Pull-out 



Instructional 
Se rvices 

- Reading 

- Ma thema tics 



Academic Achieve- 
ment, Secondary 



7-9 



413 



8.4 



0.0 



Self-Con- 
t a ined 
Class room 



- Reading 

- Ma thema ti cs 



*Student8 in intact classrooms receive 75% or more 
the confines of the classroom, while students in 
compensatory instruction outside the confines of 



of their compensatory education instruction within 
the pull-out program receive 75% or more of their 
their regular classroom. 
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As can be seen from the chart above, the primary purpose of 
the programs is to improve the reading and mathematics achieve- 
ment of a designated number of educationally disadvantaged chil- 
dren. The childr(jn in the program are screened for entry with the 
California Achiev ement Tests —Form E (CAT). This year approxi- 
mately 2,767 pupils are participating in the compensatory educa- 
tion programs. 

The broad goals of these programs are to: 1) provide inten- 
sive academic instruction to the educationally disadvantaged, 2) 
Involve parents in the program, 3) supply students with incentives 
for academic improvement, 4) operate staff inservice programs, 5) 
measure academic growth, and 6) prepare students to effectively 
meet the academic competition of the general classroom. These 
goals are the focus of the Compensatory Education Department's 
activities throughout the 1987-88 school year. 
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PROCESS EVALUATION PROCEDDRES 

A process evaluation involves monitoring a program throughout 
the year to determine if the program is being implemented as 
planned. This makes it possible to identify strengths and weak- 
nesses that influence a program's outcome. For these programs, 
the process evaluation was accomplished by a set of questionnaires 
concerning the following topics: 1) programming and instructional 
management; 2) communications; 3) pupil selection; and 4) miscel- 
laneous. All compensatory education teachers and each principal 
at the compensatory education buildings were asked to respond on 
the appropriate questionnaire. The instruments were distributed 
to the respondents on January 4, 1988 by means of an inter-office 
mailing (see Appendix A for a copy of the various instruments and 
memos used for distribution). The completed instruments were to 
be returned via inter-office mail by January 15, 1988. Completed 
instruments were last received from respondents on January 29, 
1988. 



PRESENTATION OF 



PROCESS 



dat:a 



The Academic Achievement (A2) Chapter l/Article 3 Compensa- 
tory Education Process Survey, 1987-88 (see Appendix A for copies) 

2 

was sent out to A teachers and their principals on January 5 , 

1988. As of the end of January when results were tabulated, 35 

of 48 teachers (72.9%) and 22 of 26 principals (84.6%) had 

returned the survey instrument. The detailed tabulated results 

are presented in Appendix B. 

What follows are the salient points stemming from this year^'s 

2 

process evaluation efforts of the 1987-88 A program. Jointly the 
program evaluator and the program director reviewed the results 
and summarized them into the following categories which are pre- 
sented below: strengths, weaknesses, and recommendations* 
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Strengths of the A Program 

From a combined review of current findings and the present description of 



the program, the following strengths listed below appear noteworthy • 



• The student/ teacher ratio appear to have been maintained 
at approximately 65 for elementary per day and 15 for 
secondary per class > 

• Approximately three quarters of the teachers (70.9% ele- 
mentary and 75.0% secondary) and over half of the prin- 
cipals (elementary 61.9% and secondary 50.0%) use an 
information management syste m to profile each student's 
performance on at least a monthly basis * 

• All elementary and secondary principals (100%) feel the 
regular teacher in their buildings understand the program^s 
purposes, selection procedures and operation in their 
buildings • 

2 

• Most elementary (90.5%) principals feel the A staff has 
adequate materials to increase student achievement. 



• Almost all elementary (95.2%) and secondary (100.0%) princi- 
pals have made a presentation at their regular staff meeting 
related to the identified objectives of the compensator^^ 
education program in their buildings. 

• Three quarters of the secondary (75.0%) and almost half of 
the elementary (41.9%) A teachers are aware of compensatory 
education parent participation in their buildings. 

• Al,l secondary (100.0%) and a majority of elementary (77.4%) 
A teachers have had an on-site visit by the director ana/or 
a designate to their classes this year. 



PROGRAMMING AND INSTRUCTIONAL MANAGEMENT 



COMUNICATIONS 
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MISCELLA.KEOUS 

2 

The mosi often mentioned strengths of the A program were 
as follows: 

Teachers Principal 
Ele> Sec> Ele> Se c 

Focus In on needed skills of X XX 

low achieving pupils (reading 
and mdth). 

Relaxed and supportive environ- X 
ment because of small group 
Instruction and/or individual 
help • 

Strong dedicated and well-trained X 
staff. 

Decreases dropouts and improves X 
attendance. 



Weaknesses of the A Program 



From a combined review of current findings and the present description of 
the program, the following current weaknesses appear noteworthyo 

PROGRAMMING AND INSTRUCTIONAL MANAGEMENT 

2 

• Over '^0>0% of the elementary A teachers think the California 
Achievement Tests (CAT) do not provide an adequate measure of 
achievement for planning student programs * 

2 

• Almost all of the A teachers (elementary 93«6% and secoxidary 
100#0%) feel that math and reading inservice activities have 
been ineffective in focusing instruction ^ 

• Most elementary compensatory education teachers (71«2%) see 
that setting a student to staff ratio at approximately 70 
to 1 has not been generally beneficial to the program^ 

2 

• Only 19»4% of the elementary and 25»0% of the secondary A 
teachers feel that the monthly meetings provide an adequ ate 
means of satisfying their professional inservice needs > 

2 

• of the secondar y (50«0%) principals feel t^.iat A staff 
do not have adequate material to increase student achieve- 
ment* 



COMMUNICATIO'lfS 

• Nearly all elementary (90*3%) and most secondary (75*0%) 
A teachers have not had an opportunity to air special 
concerns about the compensatory education program 
during regular building staff meetings * 

• Most elementary (87*1%) and secondary (75.0%) compensatory 
education teachers do not keep their director informed of 
their activities. 

• Half or more of the secondary (50. 0%) and elementary (64. 5%) 
compensatory education teachers experience pupil scheduling 
concerns ♦ 

• Almost all elementary (96.8%) and most secondary (75.0%) 

A teachers do not communicate regularly with other class-^ 
room teachers regarding student progress * 
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POPIL SEIECTION 



• Almost all elementary (93.6%) and all secondary (100.0%) 
compensatory education teachers feel that most needy 
students are not selected for participation in Chapter 1/ 
Article 3. 

2 

o ^tost elementary (80.6%) A teachers know that all class^ 
room teachers in their buildings have not been involved 
in compensatory education student identification efforts . 

2 

• Half of the secondary (50.0%) A teachers feel all class- 
room teachers have been involved in Chapter 1/Article 3 
student identification efforts • 



e The most frequently mentioned \«aknesses by respondent group 
were the following: 



MISCELIAliEOUS 



Teacher 
Ele. Sec. 



Principal 
Ele. Sec. 



- Number of students too great 
for every student to obtain 
needed help in reading and laath. 



X 



X 



X 



- More practical to teach one 
subject area if more than one 
compensatory education teacher 
is assigned to a building. 



X 



X 



X 



- Lack of books/ raate rials that 
are coordinated district-wide. 



X 



X 



X 



- Too little tiiTie to teach to one 
objective. 



X 



- Difficulizies in scheduling all 
special classes . 



X 




RECOMMENDATIONS 



Based on this year's process evaluation ''^nd conversations 

with the program director, the following recommendations are 

2 

offered in an effort to improve the implementation of the A pro- 
gram in the future* 

1# Review and/or develop a selection instrument 

for students without standardized test results* 
A pilot testing of the new selection instrument 
should be undertaken to determine its techni- 
cal adequacy* 

2* Institute a periodic testing of identified 

objectives for all grade levels* These objec- 
tives would provide a basis for all compensa- 
tory teachers to chart the progress of each 
student and ultimately determine instructional 
ef feet iveness * 



3* Continue work with the elementary inservice 
c ommi ttee to design an appropriate set of 
inservice offerings for the compensatory edu- 
cation s taf f * 

4, Explore other alternatives to lower the stu- 
dent to staff ratios* Present funding levels 
make it impossible to lower the ratio further 
without outside help from other sources • 

5» Continue to defi n e at t he secondary 1 ev el a 
standard set of reading and math materials* 
After the set of core materials has been 
identified, purchase adequate amounts for 
er.ch secondary compensatory education build- 
ing* 

6* Record building level instructional activi- 
ties t hat ha p pen mont hly * The se act ivi ties 
then should be communicated through a cal- 
endar of events from each teacher to the 
d irec tor * 

7* Identify procedures that make compensatory 
education scheduling easier and share these 
procedures during pre-service sessions at the 
start of the school year* 



ERIC 



10 

15 



APPENDICES 



11 



® 1 O 

ERIC 



APPENDIX A 



ACADEMIC ACHIE7EMENT (A^) 
CHAPTER 1/ARTICLE 3 C0MPEHSAT0R7 EDUCAT^.OH 
raOCESS SORVEY 1987-19. 

To assist in planning efforts, the Dbpartraent of Evaluation, Testing, and 
Research requests that each Chapter 1/Article 3 staff member complete the 
attached questionnaire regarding progran operations. Many future project 
endeavors will be based upon your responses and reactions to the questions 
contained in this instrument. 

We want to obtain your individual perceptions about the programs, all 
response s will be kept confidential . Answer each question as it pertains to 
the program (s) you serve. 

If you h^ve any questions, please call Richard Claus (ext. 256). 

Please complete and return the questionnaire via inter-office mail to Richard 
Clans, Program Evaluation Division no later than January 15, 1988. 

First, please indicate in the space provided below what buildings or build- 
ings and program populations you serve. 



BUILDING(S) SUBJECT AREAS (Check as many as ap^ly) 

1. Reading Mathematics 

2. Reading Mathematics 

3. ^ Reading Mathematics 

4. Reading Mathematics 

5. Reading Mathematics 

6. Reading Mathematics 

7. Reading Mathematics 
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NAME: DATE: 



Progra—lpg and Instructional Manageaeat 

1. This year changes have taken place in staffing and quotas in the Chapter 
1/Article 3 buildings. Has setting a student to staff ratio at approxi- 
mately 70 to 1 been generally beneficial to the program? (Check one) 

No 

Yes 



Comments: 



2. Some of your inservices have emphasized information in math and reading 
instruction/materials, etc., we want to know if such activities have been 
effective in focusing instruction? (Check one) 

No 

Tes 



Please explain: 



3. Nearly all of us have a management system to provide a profile of each 

student^s performance (strengths and weaknesses). If you have such a pro- 
file, how often do you update the changes in student performance? (Check 



one) 



Weekly 

Every two weeks 
Monthly 

Every two months 

Every semester 

Other (please specify) 



Comments: 



4. You and the people in your building received California Achievement Tests 
(CAT) Form E information. Do you think such results provide an adequate 
measure of achievement for planning student programs (Check one) 



No 

Yes 

Please explain: 



" 18 



APPENDIX A 



5. Approximately how many different children do you serve in the building(s) 
you work and what is your service count in reading and/or mathematics? 

Head Count (different students) 

Service Count (duplicated count) 



6* How do you primarily serve students? (Check one) 
Pull-out format (Resource Room) 

Within a regular classroom where students are instructed in a 

small group during regular classroom instruction (Push-In) 

Self-contained classroom/team teaching 

Other (please explain) 



7. Which of the following primarily characterize the way you serve students? 
(Check one) 

No grouping 

Ability 

Grade/classroom 

[ Objectives 

Randomly 

Other (please specify) 



8. What is the average amount of time you spend each week instructing each 
pupil? 

Average time spent in hours per week per pupil 

9* How long have you been teaching in the program? 

^ Time in program to nearest year 

10. Do the monthly meetings of the Chapter 1/Article 3 staff provide an ade- 
quate means of satisfying your professional inservice needs? (Check one) 

No 

Yes 

What can be done, if anything, to improve the inservice sessions? 
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11. Which of the following have been areas covered during the inservice ses~ 
sions? (Check as many as apply) 

( 1) Ways to improve coordination between regular classroom and 

compensatory education teachers 
( 2) New materials (Book of Lists, EDL Vocabulary Book, Power 

Writing, etc.) 

( 3) Calendars for compensatory education program 

( 4) Committee work 

( 5) Information relative to reading objectives 

( 6) Information relative to mathematics objectives 

( 7) Special programs (Math Their Way, Math a Way of Thinking, 

Virginia Soper, etc.) 
( 8) Reports about what was learned at educational conferences 

( 9) Other (please specify) 

(10) Other (please specify) 



12. What additional areas of inservice, if any, would be beneficial to you? 



13. Rate the overall inservices by circling the number which best describes 
your assessment of these meetings. 

Poor Fair Good 
1 2 3 

CoMaimlcatlon 

14. Have you or your building colleagues made any presentations at the regu- 
lar building staff meetings related to identified objectives of the com- 
pensatory education program? (Check one) 

No 

Yes 



If you served more than one building, indicate buildings where presenta- 
tions were made. 

Building(s) : ^ 

When: 

By whom: ZZZ!ZZ^ 
How many: 
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15. If you serve more than one building, are you invited to be part of the 
staff meetings at the buildings at which you work? (Check one) 

No 

Yes 



Comments: 



16. Have you had an opportunity to air special aspects or concerns about the 
compensatory education program at regular building staff meetings? (Check 
one) 



No 
Yes 



Comments: 



17. Are there any pupil scheduling problems? (Check one) 

No 

Yes ... Please describe. 



18. Is there regular communication between you and classroom teachers regard- 
ing student progress? (Check one) 

No ... Why not? 



Yes ... Please describe. 
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19. Are yo^: awar^ of ^ny compensatory education parent participation in the 
buildlng(8) yr>i serve? (Check one) 

No 

Yes ... Please dencribec 



20. Has the director and/or a designate made any on-site visits to your class 
this year? (Check one) 



No 

Yes What were the results? 



21. Has the principal made a formal observation of your class this year? 
(Check one) 

No 

Yes What were the results? 



22. Do you keep your director informed of your activities? (Check one) 

No 

Yes ••• How? 
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Popll Selection 

23. To your knowledge, have all classroom teachers in the bulldlng(s) in which 
you work been Involved in the Chapter 1/Artlcle 3 student Identification 
efforts? (Check one) 

No 

Yes 



Connnents: 



24. As you know, v> attempt to identify the most need students for participa- 
tion iu the Chapter 1/Article 3 programs. Generally, barring students 
that entered late, did the building(s) in which you work identify the 
most needy students to participate in the compensatory education pro- 
grams? (Check one) 

No ... If so, please identify exceptions. 



Yes 



Comments: 



Miscellaneons 

25. Name one or two of the strengths and weaknesses of the compensatory educa- 
tion program. 

STRENGTH WEAKNESS 
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26. Vfhat recommendations would you make to Improve the overall program? 



27. Additional comments: 



Thank you for jojr cooperation* Please retnm the coapieted InstroaeQt 
via inter-office mail to Richard Glaus at the Central Office on or before 
January 15 , 1988. 

19 
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SCHOOL DISTRICT OF THE CITY OP SAGINAW 
Departaent of Evaluation, Testiog and Research 



TO: Elementary Principals 

FROM: Richard N. Glaus , Manager of Program Evaluatioa 

RE: Elementary Principals^ Chapter l/Article 3 and State Bilingual/Migrant 
Process Survey 

DATE: January 4, 1988 



We would like you to take a few minutes to complete the attached ques* 
tionnaire relevant to the Chapter 1 and/or Article 3 and Bilingual/ 
Migrant programs in your building. 

Rather than ask you to fill out two separate questionnaires we have 
made one instrument which asks questions that are relevant to almost 
all programs. If you have multiple programs in your building please 
indicate this in the space provided and respond to all appropriate 
questions. 

It is important for planning purposes that we obtain your perceptions 
about these programs. Should you have any questions please call me at 
ext. 256. 

Please return the completed instrument via inter-office mail to the 
Program Evaluation Division by January 15, 1988. 



RNC/tlf 
Attachment 
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ELEMERTARI PRINCIPALS^ CHAPTER 1/ ARTICLE 3 AND STATE 
BILING0AL/iaiG2ANT PROCESS oOX?ET— 1987-1988 



Building: 



Check the programs that operate in your building: 

Chapter 1 State Bilingual 

Article 3 Migrant 



!• Do the regular teachers in your building understand the programs^ pur- 
poses, selection procedurec, and operation in your building? 

Chapter 1/Article 3 State Bilingual/Migrant 
(Check One) (Check One) 



No No 

Yes Yes 



Comments: 



2. Have you or your desl^aated staff members had an opportunity zo explain 
the programs^ purposes, selection procedures, and operation to the build- 
ing staff? 

Chapter 1/Arttcle 3 State Bilingual/Migrant 

(Check One) (Check One) 



No No 

Yes Yes 



Comments: 
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3, According to the law, you as the principal are responsible for conducting, 
compLlaclon, and analysis of Chapter 1/Artlcle 3 student Identification 
for your buildings Have all classroom teachers been Involved In the stu- 
dent identification effort? 

Chapter 1/Artlcle 3 
(Check One) 



No 
Yes 



Comments: 



4. This year changes have taken place In staffing and quotas In the Chapter 
1/Artlcle 3 buildings. Has setting a student to staff ratio at approxl- 
itely 70 to 1 been generally beneficial to the program? 



mat 



Chapter 1/Artlcle 3 
(Check One) 



Yes 

No ... If no, please explain. 



5. As you know, we attempt to Identify the most needy students for participa- 
tion in the Chapter l/Artlcle 3 programs. Did your building identify the 
most needy students to participate in the Chapter 1/Article 3 educational 
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programs 

Chapter 1/Artlcle 3 
(Check One) 



Yes 

No ... If no, please explain. 
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6. You and the people In yoar building received the results of the California 
Achievement Tests (CAT). Do you think such results provide an adequate 
measure of achievement for planning student programs? 



Chapter 1/Artlcle 3 
(Check One) 



State Blllngual/Mlgrant 
(Check One) 



No 
Yes 



Please explain: 



No 
Yes 



?• Nearly all of us have a management system to provide us with needed Infor- 
mation to do our jobs. Teachers usually maintain such data on the 
strengths and weaknesses of their students. If your designated teachers 
maintain such data, how often do they update student performance changes? 



Chapter 1/Article 3 
Weekly 

Every two weeks 
Monthly 

Every two months 

Every semester 

Other (please specify) 



State Bilingual/Migrant 
;73ekly 

Every two weeks 
Monthly 

Every two months 

Every semester 

Other (please specify) 



Comments: 



8. Do you have a copy of the teachers^ schedule to see designated pupils? 



Chapter 1/Article 3 
(Check One) 



State Bilingual/Migrant 
(Check One) 



No 
Yes 



No 
Yes 



Comments: 
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9. la your building do the designated staff members for these programs dis- 
cuss the programs' building activities with you? 



Chapter 1/ Article 3 
(Check One) 



State Bilingual/Migrant 
(Check One) 



No 
Yes 



No 
Yes 



Comments: 



10. Have you made a formal observation of the designated staff member(s) this 
year? 



Chapter 1/Article 3 
(Check One) 



State Bilingual/Migrant 
(Check One) 



Yes 
No 



If no, why not? 



1 



Yes 
No 



If no, why not? 



11. Check the descriptor which best describes the working relationship between 
the designated staff member(s) and regular classroom teachers in your 
building. 



Chapter 1/Article 3 
(Check One) 



State Bilingual/Migrant 
(Check One) 



Poor 
Fair 
Good 

Excellent 



Comments: 



Poor 
Fair 
Good 

Excellent 
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12. Do the above ratings represent an Improvement over last year? 

Chapter 1/Artlcle 3 State Blllngual/Mlgrant 
(Check One) (Check One) 

Yes Yes 

No No 

If no, why not? If no, why not? 



13* Do the materials In use by the designated staffs ?eemed adequate to 
Increase student achievement? 

Chapter 1/Artlcle 3 State Blllngual/Mlgrant 
(Check One) (Check One) 

No No 

Yes Yes 



Comments: 



14* What, If any, are the most Important current problems regarding the desig- 
nated programs' operation In your building? 

Chapter 1/Artlcle 3 State Blllngual/Mlgrant 

1. 1. 



2. 2. 



3. 3. 



15* What, If any, do you consider to be the designated programs' positive con- 
tributions or strengths In your building? 

Chapter 1/Artlcle 3 State Blllngual/Mlgrant 
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16. Additional comments: 

Chapter 1/Artlcle 3 State Blllngual/Mlgrant 



Thank you for your cooperation. Please return the ccapleted Instruaent via 
Inter-offlce aail to Richard Clans at the Central Office on or before Janoarr 
15, 1988. ' 



ERLC 
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SCHCX)L DISTRICT OF THE CITY OF SAGIMV 
Departaent of Evaluatloiiy Testing and Research 



TO: Secondary Principals 

FROM: Richard N. Glaus, Manager of Program Evaluation 

RE: Secondary Principals' Chapter 1/Artlcle 3 and State Blllngual/Mlgrant 
Process Survey 

DATE: January 4, 1988 



We would like you or the building administrator most familiar with the 
programs listed above to take a few minutes to complete the attached 
questionnaire relevant to the Chapter 1 and/or Article 3 and Bilingual/ 
Migrant programs In your building. 

Rather than ask you to fill out two separate questionnaires we have 
made one Instrument which asks questions that are relevant to almost 
all programs. If you have multiple programs In your building please 
Indicate this In the space provided and respond to all appropriate 
questions. 

It Is important for planning purposes that we obtain your perceptions 
about these programs. Should you have any questions please call me at 
ext. 256. 

Please return the completed Instrument via inter-office mail to the 
Program Evaluation Division by January 15, 1988. 



RNC/tlf 
Attachment 
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SECOIDART PRINCIPALS" CHAPTER I/ARTICLE 3 AND STATE 
BILIHGDAL/MIGRAHT PROCESS SDRm~I987-1988 



Building: 



Check the programs that operate in your building: 

Chapter 1 State Bilingual 

Article 3 Migrant 



!• Do the regular teachers in your building understand the programs' pur- 
poses, selection procedures, and operation in your building? 

Chapter 1/Article 3 State Bilingual/Migrant 
(Check Oae) (Check One) 



No No 

Yes Yes 



Comments: 



2. Have you or your designated staff members had an opportunity to explain 

the programs' purposes, selection procedures, and operation to the build- 
ing staff? 

Chapter 1/Article 3 State Bilingual/Migrant 

(Check One) (Check One) 

No No 

Yes Yes 



Comments: 
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According to the law, you as the principal are responsible for conducting, 
compilation, and analysis of Chapter 1/Artlcle 3 student Identification 
for your building. Have all classroom teachers been Involved In the stu- 
dent Identification effort? 

Chapter 1/Artlcle 3 
(Check One) 

No 

Yes 



Comments: 



Do you presently need the help of the Evaluation Department In conducting 

a more accurate and consistent needs assessment of your student popula- 
tions? 

Chapter 1/Artlcle 3 State Blllngual/Mlgrant 

(Check One) (Check One) 

No No 

Yes Yes 



If yes, what type of help? If yes, what type of help? 



As you know, we attempt to Identify the most needy students for participa- 
tion In the Chapter 1/ArMcle 3 programs. Did you building Identify the 
most needy students to participate In the Chapter 1/Artlcle 3 educational 
programs? 

Chapter 1/Artlcle 3 
(Check One) 

Yes 

No If no, please explain. 
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6. 



You and the people In your building received the results of the California 
Achievement Tests (CAT). Do you think such results provide an adequate 
measure of achievement for planning student programs? 



Chapter 1/Artlcle 3 
(Check One) 

No 

Yes 



Please explain: 



State Blllngual/Mlgrrant 
(Check One) 

No 

Yes 



7. Nearly all of us have a management system to provide us with needed Infor- 
mation to do our jobs. Teachers usually maintain such data on the 
strengths and weaknesses of their students. If your designated teachers 
maintain such data, how often do they update student performance changes? 



Chapter 1/Artlcle 3 
Weekly 

Every two weeks 
Monthly 

Every two months 

Every semester 

Other (please specify) 



State Blllngual/Mlgrant 
Weekly 

Every two weeks 
Monthly 

Every two months 

Every semester 

Other (please specify) 



Comments: 



8. What content areas are taught? 
Chapter 1/Artlcle 3 



State Blllngual/Mlgrant 



30 



ERLC 



APPENDIX A 



9« Utiat Is the focus of the designated program in your building? 

Chapter 1/Artlcle 3 State Blllngual/Mlgraat 

(Check as many as apply) ^ Check as many as apply) 

Classroom Instruction Classroom Instruction 

Counseling Counseling 

Resource Resource 

Tutorial Tutorial 

Other (please specify) Other (please specify) 



Comments: 



10* In your building do the designated staff members discuss the programs' 
building activities with you? 

Chapter 1/Artlcle 3 State Blllngual/Mlgrant 
(Check One) (Check One) 



No No 

Yes Yes 



Comments: 



11« Check the descriptor which best describes the working relationship between 

the staff member(s) and the counselor In your building. 

Chapter 1/Artlcle 3 State Blllngual/Mlgrant 

(Check One) (Check One) 

Poor Poor 

Fair Fair 

Good Good 

Excellent Excellent 

Comments: 
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12. Have you made a formal observation of the designated staff raember(s) this 
year? 

Chapter 1/Article 3 State Bilingual/Migrant 

(Check One) (Check One) 

Yes Yes 

No No 

If no, why not? If no, why not? 



13. Do the materials in use by the designated staffs seem adequate to increase 
student achievement? 

Chapter 1/Article 3 State Bilingual/Migrant 
(Check One) (Check One) 

No No 



Yes Yes 



Comments: 



14. Are announcements about the programs or pertinent problems about the 
designated programs aired at regular staff meetings? 

Chapter 1/Article 3 State Bilingual/Migrant 
(Check One) (Check One) 

No No 

Yes Yts 



Comments: 



15. What, if any, are the most important current problems regarding the desig- 
nated programs' operation in your building? 

Chapter 1/Article 3 State Bilingual/Migrant 

1. 1. 



2. 2. 

3. 3. 
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16. What, If any, do you consider to be the d-. slgnated programs' positive con- 
tributions or strengths in your building? 

Chapter l/Article 3 State Bilingual/Migrant 



17. Additional comments: 

Chapter l/Article 3 State Bilingual/Migrant 



Thank oa for your cooperation. Please retnm the coapleted instroaent via 
inter-offlce nail to Richard Clans at the Central Office on or before January 
15, 1988. 
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FESliaS at' TBB (aPlHt l/mJOE 3 EROCES SORVEY FCR 1987-«8 of OCMEQBamRY EEOCATIDN 

TSKoss (Eiaciinsi n » 31 and ssDOtfosa n * 4) and mm erugibmls 

(jmBBmsS N - 21 AND saO0N}ftRY N - 2) 



Pni;i'iMfrc and Listrucffnnnl ManaKJEnt 

1. This jear changes have taken place in staffing and quotas in the Qiapter l/Ardcle 3 build- 
ings, fes settitig a stuient to staff ratio at approximately 70 to 1 been generally beiefi- 
clal Co the pccgran? (Check one) 



No 

No Response 



Teaders 
KLeamtary Secou l ary 



23 (71.22) 
6 (19.4%) 
2 ( 6.4%) 



3 (75.0%) 

0 ( 0.0%) 

1 (25.0%) 



ftrlncipaLs 
Elaentary Seooiriary 



4 (19.1%) 
15 (71.4%) 
2 ( 9.5%) 



SoQE of your inservlces have enphasized infotnHtion in mth and readlrg instrvEtion/nate- 
rials, etc., we want to knew if stch activities have been effective in focusing instruction? 
(Check one) 



Uo Hasponse 



Heacbers 
KLeaentary Spt-inlai y 



29 (93.6%) 
1 ( 3.2%) 
1 ( 3.2%) 



4 (100.0%) 
0 ( 0.0%) 
0 ( 0.0%) 



3. fearly all of us ha\,a a management system to provide a profile of each stuf.ent's perfiannance 
(strengths and veaknesses). If you haw such a profile, hew often do you update the chapes 
in student performance? (Check dys) 



Teachers 



Prlocipols 





Elewntsry 


Secondazy 




Seooo^ary 


Weekly 


16 (51.6%) 


1 (25.0%) 


12 (57.1%) 


0 ( 0.0%) 


Every Tto Vfeeks 


2 ( 6.4%) 


0 ( 0.0%) 


0 ( 0.0%) 


0 ( 0.0%) 


Monthly 


4 (12.9%) 


2 (50.0%) 


1 ( 4.8%) 


1 (50.0%) 


Every Tto Mxiths 


1 ( 3.2%) 


0 ( 0.0%) 


4 (19.0%) 


0 ( 0.0%) 


Every Semester 


4 (12.9%) 


0 ( 0.0%) 


1 ( 4.8%) 


0 ( 0.0%) 


Ongoing 


0 ( 0.0%) 


0 ( 0.0%) 


1 ( 4.8%) 


1 (50.0%) 


lb Response 


4 (12.9%) 


1 (25.0%) 


2 ( 9.5%) 


0 ( 0.0%) 
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4, Ybu and the people in jour building received California AiMevement Tfescs (CAT) Form E infbr- 
nation. Eb you think such results provide an adequate measure of achJ.evenEnt for planning 
student pcograns? (Check one) 



Teachers 
EleBeatar; Seooodary 



Principalo 
ELfentary Seooodary 



No 
Ifes 

No Respnse 



22 (71. 0-4 j 
8 (25.8%) 
1 ( 3.2X) 



1 (25.0%) 

2 (50.0%) 
1 (25.0%) 



7 (33.3%) 
14 (66.7%) 
0 ( 0.0%) 



0 ( 0.0%) 
2 (100.0%) 
0 ( 0.0%) 



AppraxinHtely how nany different children do you serve In the building(s) jcu work and v*Bt 
is y)ur service count in reading and/or nHttenadLcs? 



ll^acheis 



KLogntary 



Sw>i»l>u.y 



!>tsi3dani 
Abr. DeviatdLon 



Ifead Gomt (Different Siudents) 
Service Cbunt (Duplicated Count) 



65.1 
90.9 



9.7 
16.9 



46.3 
60.8 



Staodacd 
Deylatl op 

18.9 

2a 4 



6. Hw do 3w prlnBrily serve students? (Check one) 



Teflcbers 



E\ill-oU: fornBt (Rssource Roocn) 

Within a r^iilar classrocm vhere stulaits are Instructe^L In a 
small sroup uaring regular classrocm Instruction (Rish-In) 
EUll-out/self contained/team teachlrg 
Regular classrocm 
Elill-out and push-In 



25 
0 

5 
0 
1 



0 
2 

0 
2 
0 



7. Which of the foUowlrg primara-Ly characteriae the way you serve students? (Check one) 



Teachers 



Ability 

Grade/classroon 

Objectives 

Randonly 

Grade by objective 
Ability and objective 
Grade and abllity/classroan 



2 

18 
« 

** 

0 
5 
1 
1 



0 
2 
1 
0 
0 
1 
0 
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6* What is ths average amount of time you spend each veek instructing each pupil? 



Elcaentary 

Standazd Standaid 
Avg. DeviattoQ Ayg> DeviatLoQ 

Average Time in Hours Iter Wfeek 2.4 0.8 3.8 2,0 

Iter Ripil 

9. Ybw long have you been teaching in the progran? 

Tfeachers 
KLeaentary Seootriarf 

SfaDdard Standard 
Ayg» DEviatloa PaviatLoD 

Time in Progran to Ifearest Ysar 10.3 6,4 3.0 1.0 

la Eb the monthly meetings of the Chapter 1/Article 3 staff proNdde an adequate means of 
satisfying jour professional insenrlce needs? (Check one) 

Teachers 
Slaggtary Secoodary 

No 24 (77.4%) 1 (25.0%) 

fes 6 (19.4%) 1 (25.0%) 

Ifo Response 1 ( 3.2%) 2 (50.0%) 



What can be done, if anytning, to inprove the Inservlce sessions? 



Tbachers 

Seooodary 



longer sessions (one day Instead of half a day) or more inser- 4 0 

vices 

Allcw teachers to attend other conferences and not place limits 1 0 

on the nuiier attending 
Provide for a variety of approaches thropgh inservlce sessions 2 0 

Needs assesanent of staff to detetmite inservlce needs of all 1 1 

individuals 

Explanation of how teaching to one objective can be dene 1 0 

properly to Insure student OHstery 
How to sort out student needs effectively and then si?)ply the 3 0 

needed materials to work on needs at once 
Schedule sessions any time other than Wbnday mornings 2 0 

MDre opportmities to bralnstonn In qnall groups 2 1 

Hold some inservices in a.m. and some in p.m. such that the 1 Q 

same students wuld not miss beiig helped 
Time organization and/or time allotted to discussion should be 1 0 

better organized 

Inservices at least once a month or evev. twice 1 0 
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Teachers 
KLeaeatary Secopdary 

MEAP Inservlce related to new strategies Go teach readirg and 1 0 

mathematics 

Conflicting philosophies and methods presented - some thought 1 0 

should be given to how to deal with conflict 
Hear frcm other people frcm similar prpgran in other districts 1 0 

Opportunity to stggBst prcgranas and resource people fee inser- 1 0 

vice sessions 



11. WSich of the followirg have been areas c Tvered during ths inservice sessions? (Check as 
many as apply) 



Teachers 
Ejeaentary SecopJary 



feys to Improve coordination between regular classroom and com- 30 2 

pensatory education teachers 

New materials (Book of lists, EEL \focabulary Book, Bower Writ- 30 0 

ing, etc.) 

Calendars for compensatory education program 27 0 

ComDoittee work 15 0 

Information relative to reading objectives 28 0 

Information relative to mathematics objectives 30 0 

Special programs (Math Their Vfeiy, ^fath A fey of Thinking, 29 0 
Virginia Soper, etc.) 

Reports about vhat \gs learned at educational conferences 24 0 

Individual demonstrators 2 0 

New definition of reading and how to teach for compensation 1 0 



12. What additional areas of inservlce, if any, would be beneficial Co you? 



Tteachers 
Eleaaatary Sa 



Itelixtant learner 


2 


0 


More Virginia Soper - teaching ccmprehsnslon 


3 


0 


Gantlnue Infoimatlon relative to new readiig objectives on HEAP 


3 


0 


ferental involvement canponent that is academic and motivational 


1 


0 


In nature 






Any activity related to the new CAT or ^£AP 


4 


0 


Ibw to teach grade level objectives when children are 1, 2, or 


1 


1 


more grade levels behind 






teth Their Hky (more ccver^e) 


3 


0 


tfeetiig vdth other bilingual groups/ ccmpensa tory education staff 


1 


0 


to share ideas 






Svaluating ocmputer managanent system ssftvare 


0 


1 


Calculator use 


1 


0 


Time management - how to get all the paper voik done in the 


1 


0 


shortest anoint of tins svdi that deadlines can be met 






toth (upper grades) 


1 


0 
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13, fete the overall inservlces by circling th2 nunber which best describes jour assessonent of 
these aeetings. 

Bjot Fair Good 

12 3 



Ifeachers 
EleMentary Secondary 

Standaid Standazd 
Asfg. Deviatdon kfg. DeviatloD 

Ratii^ 2.7 0.4 2.3 0.6 

Criii1cat±>n 

14. Ifeve JDU or jour buildlrg oolleggues made any presentations at the regular building staff 
meetings related to identified objectives of the compensatory ediration prcgram? (Check one) 

leaders ftirripnls 
KLeaentary Seoondary KL e gEi itary Secon dary 

N6 30 (96.8%) 2 (50.0%) 1 ( 4.8%) 0 ( 0.0%) 

Yss 1 ( 3.2%) 2 (50.0%) 20 (95.2%) 2 (100.0%) 

No fespnse 0 ( 0.0%) 0 ( 0.0%) 0 ( 0.0%) 0 ( 0.0%) 

15. If you serve more than one building, are you invited to be part of the staff meetings at the 
buildings at ^ch jou wrk? (Qieck one) 

ISsachers 
ELaentary fe c^cdary 

No 6 (19.4%) 0 ( 0.0%) 

Yes 1 ( 3.2%) 0 ( 0.0%) 

No Ifesponse 24 (77.4%) 4 (100.0%) 

16. Ifave JDU had an opportinity to air special aspects or concerns about the compensatory educa- 
tion program at regular building staff meetings? (Check one) 

Tbachers Mncipals 
Klcaentary SH<Kj8Klaiy PloBitaty f>p<.t>nltfty 

No 28 (90.3%) 3 (75.0%) tft 0 ( 0.0%) 

Yes 3 ( 9.7%) 1 (25.0%) lA 2 (100.0%) 

No fesponse , 0 ( 0.0%) 0 ( 0.0%) tft 0 ( 0.0%) 
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17. Are ttere any pupil sclBduLiiig problems? (Check one) 

KlGMitary S eo uiilaii y 

No 11 (35.5%) 2 (50.0%) 

20 (64.5%) 2 (50.0%) 
No fespnse 0 ( 0.0%) 0 ( 0.0%) 

If yes, please describe: 

Tbachers 



KLoKntary Seooodary 



Art, special prograoB, bilingual, etc. 3 0 

late additions (after 6 weeks) 0 2 

^b preparation tisB In schedule 1 0 

Not enotgh time at a buildii)g 1 0 

Ccnbination classroon to be formed second semester will chap^ 1 0 
schedule 

Difficult to adequately cover a reading objective In three days 1 0 

and a math objecti\« In tw days 

Combination classrocms (splits) 1 0 

Readirg groups by building I 0 

Bilii«ual 1 0 

Requires input from other teachers 2 0 



18. Is there regular ccmmunlcation between ysu and classroom teachers regarding stxdoit progress? 
(Check one) 

Teachers 
Elcaeatary Secontery 

No 30 (96.8%) 3 (75.0%) 

fes 1 ( 3.2%) 1 (25.0%) 

No fespnse 0 ( 0.0%) 0 ( 0.0%) 



Teachers 



Staff meeting 


3 


0 


When picking up students, Informally on a periodic basis 


16 


0 


Class II and other test date are also discussed 


1 


0 


At the junior Mgh level it occurs most often vith special 


0 


1 


education teachers relative to nHinstreaoaad students 






Every veek 


1 


0 


Scheduled conferences with substituties provided 


2 


0 


Iteacher/ teacher conference 


7 


0 


\fery dose conmuiication/open canmnicaticn iiwolvirg showing 


2 


0 


student votk 






Discuss the need to continue practice or go onto nejct objective 


1 


0 


fosses notdxxsk back and forth 


2 


0 


Have folder with each child's progress in reading and mathe- 


1 


0 



natics 
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Ibacfaers 
Klgggtary Seooodary 

Children'^s work is returned daily as well as hints for teachsrs 1 0 

on how to use tha sme techniques with the larger group to 
master an objecti'^ 

^cial meeting between regular education teachers and me, we 1 0 

discuss the progress of students in canpensatory education; 
also various teaching tips are discussed 

19* Are you aware of any canpensatory education parent participation in the buildingCs) yoM 
serve? (Check one) 

Teachers 
BLeBentary Secondary 

to 16 (51.6%) 1 (25.0%) 

^s 13 (41.9%) 3 (75.0%) 

to Itespnse 2 ( 6.5%) 0 ( 0.0%) 

20. Yks the director and/or a designate made any on-site visits to yDur class this jear? (Oieck 
one) 

Ibachers 
KLatgntary Secondary 

to 6 (19.4%) 0 ( 0.0%) 

24 (77.4%) 4 (100,0%) 
to fesponse 1 ( 3.2%) 0 ( 0.0%) 

21. ftis the principal made a formal observation of your class this jear? (Check one) 

Teachers Principals 
ELewaotary Secondary KLeaentary Swxrilai y 

to 12 (38.7%) 2 (50.0%) 9 (42.9%) 0 ( 0.0%) 

^s 19 (61.3%) 2 (50.0%) 12 (57.1%) 2 (100.0%) 

to Ifesp^nse 0 ( 0c0%) 0 ( 0.0%) 0 ( 0.0%) 0 ( 0.0%) 

22. lb vou keep yovz director Infonned of your activities? (Check cro) 

Teachars 
KLeaentary Sec u ri aiy 

to 27 C»/7.1%) 3 (75.0%) 

^s 4 (12.9%) 1 (25.0%) 

to Respnse 0 ( 0.0%) 0 ( 0.0%) 
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Ripdl Selectloa 

23. lb yoxsr bnowLedge, have all classroan teachers in the building(s) in which you work been 
involved In the Chapter l/Article 3 student identification efforts? (Check one) 

Teachers ftrlncipals 
glcaentary Seooniary KLemtary Seooadary 

No 25 (80.6%) 1 (25.0%) 1 ( 4.8%) 1 (50.0%) 

"ks 6 (19.4%) 2 (50.0%) 20 (95.2%) 1 (50.0%) 

No Itespnse 0 ( 0.0%) 0 ( 0.0%) 0 ( 0.0%) 0 ( 0.0%) 

24» l>6 you knew, we attenqjt to identify the nest need students for participation in the Chapter 1/ 
Article 3 prpgrans. Generally, barring students that entered late, did ths building(s) in 
vMch yoa votk Identify the nest needy students Lo participate in the compensatory education 
prpgrans? (Check one) 

Teachars Mnclpwls 

SBOoadafy SLcaentary Sfaooadary 



No 29 (93c6%) 4 (100.0%) 0 ( 0.0%) 0 ( 0.0%) 

^ 2 ( 6.4%) 0 ( 0.0%) 21 (100.0%) 2 (100.0%) 

No Response 0 ( 0*0%) 0 ( 0.0%) 0 ( 0.0%) 0 ( 0.0%) 

MLarpllanpnuB 

25. bbme one or two of the strengths and weaknesses of the canpensatory education prcgran. 

TfeackgB Rrfirfpflls 
Strength KLeamtary Seonntery Klemsitary Secondary 

Bbcus in on needed skills of low achieving 10 1 9 1 

pupils (readlng/mth) 

Relaxed and siq^portive environuent because 14 2 10 

of small group instruction and/or indi- 
vidual Instructional basis (small 
teacher/student ratio) 

Due Go objective titoelines we are better 5 0 2 0 

coordinated vdth dassroom 
Motivational by* providing inmediate feedback 4 0 0 0 

to rebu.Ud selfnconcept and pride in their 

ability to succeed 

Program director 0 1 0 0 

Good supply of materials 10 10 

Strong, dedicated and well-trained oompensa- 10 5 0 

tory education teachers 

cendLve program 10 0 0 

Uropout prevention 10 0 0 

Extra practice for children needing drill 10 0 0 

There is no stlgm attached to ths children 10 0 0 

who come to canpensatory education 
Progran deals vith both reading and mathe- 3 0 0 0 

matics for seme children 
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Tbachers 




Principals 


Stxeiigth 


ELeaentary 


Secondary 


ELeaenti 


iry Secoodary 


Cbjective based Instruction In reading and 


2 


0 


0 


0 


OBth 










Reduction in the number of teachers a ccm- 


1 


0 


1 


0 


pensatory ediration person works with 










teaningfiii Inservice 


3 


0 


0 


0 


Ete- and post-testiig on objectives 


1 


0 


2 


0 


Teacher student test-taking skills 


1 


0 


0 


0 


Staff /principal cooperation 


0 


0 


8 


0 


Cocqjensatory education teachers aie finc- 


1 


0 


0 


0 


tloniig as instructional leaders in 










their buLLdii^s 










Good oamunication 


1 


0 


1 


0 


Decreases dropouts and improves attendance 


0 


0 


0 


1 


Imprcwed data collection and analysis tech- 


0 


0 


2 


0 


niquas 










Ikrents are involved 


0 


0 


1 


0 


\tox\e 


0 


0 


1 


0 




Teachers 




Rrtnripnls 


\kaiknssis 


KLeKntary 


Seooodary 


ELeaentary Spcnnlnry 


Pull-out prcgram takes rime asay from regular 


2 


0 


3 


0 


Instruction 










Ckse load Coo great fijr every student to 


9 


0 


3 


1 


obtain the needed help in readiig and inath 










MDre practical to teach one stbject area if 


10 


0 


1 


0 


ncre than one ccn^jensatory education 










teacher assigned to b-dlding 










lack of books/naterials that are coordinated 


0 


3 


2 


2 


district-wide 










lack of hancgeneous grouping 


0 


1 


0 


0 


lack of tine for planning, teacher confer- 


7 


0 


3 


0 


ences, preparation, etc. 










Ttaveling teachers are more a bandage 


3 


0 


1 


0 


approach rather than a real solution 










lack of organized parent participation 




0 


0 


0 


lack of Instructional leadership 




1 


0 


0 


Ibor ccomuilcation 




1 


0 


0 


Too little time to teach one objective 




0 


7 


0 


Regular education teachers perceive that 




0 


0 


0 


ccn^iensatory education teachers don't work 










hard 










^fateria^s need to be objective focused 




0 


1 


0 


RrinrLpal doesn't understand the difference 




0 


0 


0 


between canpensatory education and regu- 










lar dassroccB and thus has a belief that 










they should both be run the sme 










No job description 


1 


0 


0 


0 


Older staff unvdlliig to accept or adapt to 


2 


0 


0 


0 



changes 
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Stigma lowers ego 
lack, of vjoric space 

Progran design does not allow for building 
nseds 

Difficulties in schedule coordination 
Inconsistency indiscipline rules; compen- 
satory education vs. regular education 
Tiinrlrfd grade reprting in canpeasatory 
education 



Principals 



KLeaentary Seooadary ELeaentary Secoodaty 



1 

0 
0 

0 
0 

0 

0 



0 
0 
0 

0 
0 

0 

0 



0 
3 
2 

6 
1 

1 

1 



0 
0 
0 

0 
0 

0 

0 



26. What reccnmendations vjould you nate to improre the overall pccgcaml 



Teachers 
ElaM ntar y Stsaadary 



lERiC 



Focus should be only on hi^ need objectives and how to use nHterlals 

to effectively teach these objectives 
Student to staff ratio should be reduced to 50 to 1 
^bney for mterials should be provided at the beginnirg of tha school 

year so these siqjplles could be In place as school opens 
ftiy enough coDmon books for remedial students district-wide (e.g., 

Stein's fefireshsr hfathematics - needs better explanations and 

acamples 

Try to group students by ability into classes 
Role definition of bilingual/conrpensatory education teacher 
Itevelcp resource roans in each building to have cannon materials for 
each objective 

Increase amount of "direct teaching" services in both reading and 
oBthemtics 

Would not desire a second monthly meeting due to the time it w^uld 
take avay fran "direct teachii^* services 

Organiaed parent participation conponent 

Organize program at juiior hl^i level district-wide 

Schedules should be made to include teacher Input 

Where there are two coj^ensatory education teachers In a buildipg 
each should teach their own discipline - reading/math (nore effec- 
tive jtist teacMig one area) 

"Rro objectives per month in both sifcjects should be the maxlmua 

Gon/dLnue teacher/teacher meetii^ 

Inveiitory of materials to be XBed In the Chapter 1/Article 3 progran 
Eliminate traveling between schools because it disjoints staff and 

continuity of prpgran 
less paperwork, with deadlines that are reasonable 
If we are to continue the objective per week prqgrai, then regular 

education staff need to be Incli'ded In the prpgran In sane vay 

other than havirg the ccnqjensatory educ-^-tion teacher at each 

building act as spokes person 
Ifee of more diagnostf.c Instmnents as veil as IQ tests 
Dialogue opportuiities to help shape con^Densatory education proposal 



1 

3 
1 



0 
2 
1 



2 
0 
2 
7 



1 
1 

2 

I 

3 



I 

4 



0 
0 



I 
0 
0 



0 

1 

0 
0 



0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
0 



0 
0 
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Teachers 



ELcaaata^ Secoodary 

Mditional pcepdratlon time for irx:entives , multi-grade children 2 0 

and connunication with teachers and parents 

Qiiet working area/space 1 0 

Opprtunity for buildirg needs to help shape the compensatory educa- 2 0 

tion prqgram 

Increase the nuaber of inservices on teaching techniques 1 0 

Efefined prqgram stnrture 1 0 

Old compensatory education pcograoi wDrked successful and thoqght 2 0 

should be given to retumiiig to that prcgran design 

Itore emphasis on grades 1-3 to help prevent problems in grades 4-6 1 0 



27. Additional canments: 



Xeadsxs Brinclpwip 
RLeMCKtary S eo ji i L Uti y KLf^jentary Secontery 

It Is obvious that Wkry Qoldc is interested 2 0 0 0 

in raising the level of professionalian in 
the compensatory education program. I'm 
glad to see it! 

At the junior high level, an organized pro- 0 1 0 0 

gran description should be devised throygii 
a collaborative effort 

Ekcellent new methods both fran tbe outside 10 0 0 

and inside have been shared throti^ the 
inservices 

supportive parents 10 0 0 

Terrific progran overall with sane tine tun- 10 0 0 

ixig pssible 

principal and teachers are working with us 1 0 0 0 

to mate this a great program 
This year's progran has been frtctrating 10 0 0 

because it h£;i Interfered vith the entire 
building's operation 

Ehjoj^ reading Instruction In spite of hav- 10 0 0 

iig to build a program from zero materials 

The program is eKoellent:. however the limited 0 0 10 

tlikje allotted for working with high need 
youngsters minimizes their growth 

Gon^)ensatory education standaxxls do not 0 0 1 0 

always mset individual building needs 

Oar Article 3 staff assistance has been dras- 0 0 10 

tlcally reduce^-* Increased nuober of stu- 
dents Identified as needing ectra assis- 
tance (new student s» students without CAT 
scores » Increased high needs students) 
are not receiviig assistance 

I often hear of a district decision or pro- 0 0 10 

gram from a compensatory education staff 
member BEFORE this Infonnation Is formally 
shared In the principal's meeting. While 
Q this is a minor point in cooqarison to the 

||^|^(]]" program's strengths, it shoidd be addressed 
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ELEMENTARY PRINCIPALS' CHAPTER 1 /ARTICLE 3 
PROCESS SDRVBY 1987-88 (N = 21) 
ONIQDE QDESTIONS 



1. Do the regular teachers in your building understand the programs' 
purposes, selection procedures, and operation in your building? 



Elementary Principals 

No 0 (0.0%) 

Yes 21 (100.0%) 

No Responce 0 (0.0%) 



2. Do you have a copy of the teachers' schedule to see designated pupils? 

Elementary Principals 

No 0 (0.0%) 

Yes 21 (100.0%) 

No Response 0 (0.0%) 



3. In your building do the designated staff members for these programs 
discuss the programs' building activities with you? 

Elementary Principal s 

No 0 (0.0%) 

Yes 21 (100.0%) 

No Response 0 (0.0%) 
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Check the desci Lptor which best describes the working relationship 
between the designated staff member(s) and regular classroom teache 
in your building. 



Elementary Principals 



Poor 


1 


(4.8%) 


Fair 


0 


(0.0%) 


Good 


12 


(57.1%) 


Excellent 


7 


(33.3%) 


No Response 


1 


(4.8%) 



Do the above ratings represent an improvement over last year? 



Elementary Principals 



Yes 


14 


(66.7%) 


No 


6 


(28.6%) 


No 


Response 1 


(4.8%) 


If 


no, why not? 




1. 


Consistently "good" 


1 


2. 


Excellent services 


1 




but drastically cut 




3. 


Program not in building 


4 




last year 




4. 


No Response 


2 



Do the materials in use by the designated staffs seem adequa^,e to 
increase student achievement? 

Elementary Principals 

No 2 (9.5%) 

Yes 19 (90.5%) 

No Response 0 (0.0%) 
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SECONDARY PRINCIPALS' CHAPTER 1/ARTICLE 3 
PROCESS SURVEY 1987-88 (N - 2) 
UNIQOE QOKSTIONS 



Do the regular teachers In your building understand the programs" 
purposes, selection proceduresj and operation in your building? 



Secondary Principals 

No 0 (0.0%) 

Yes 2 (100.0%) 

No Response 0 (0.0%) 



Do you presently need the help of the Evaluation Department in 
conducting a more accurate and consistent needs assessment of your 
st uden t pop ula t ion s ? 

Secondary Principals 

No 1 (50.0%) 

Yes 1 (50.0%) 

No Response 0 (0.0%) 



What conteat areas are taught' 



Secondary Principals 



Reading 2 (100.0%) 

Mathematics 2 (100.0%) 
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4* What is Che focas of the designated program in your building. 
(Check as many as apply) 



Secondary Principals 



Classroom Instruction 


2 


(lOO.OZ) 


Counseling 


2 


(100. OZ) 


Resource 


1 


(50.0Z) 


Tutorial 


1 


(50.0%) 


Parental Involvement 


2 


(100.0%) 



5. Check the descriptor which best describes the vjorking relationship 

between the staff member(s) and the counselor in your building. 

Secondary Principals 

Poor 0 (0.0%) 

Fair 0 (0.0%) 

Good 1 (50.0%) 

Excellent 1 (50.0%) 



6. Do the materials in use by the designated staffs seem adequate to 
increase student achievement? 

Secondary Principals 

No 1 (50.0%) 

Yes 1 (50.0%) 



53 

48 



